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POSmOM MW5R 
0?T 

asat dsarc 1a altststatives 
ihtroducpiom 

In the prelininary planning for this PSARC it was decided that three 
alternatives would probably be adocruate to span the- Grange of development and 
deploynent options. Present plannina leans toward the Tjllovino philosophy 
for each alternative: 

Alternative I - Continue present prototype proaram. Consciously 
licit operational features, testing, performance 
and r-aintainability/reliability in order to nininize 
developr»ent costs. Put this systen into production 
(if a deployment decision is given) vith attendant 
operational limitations. &J 



Alternative II - develop and test prototype. Add a shortened 

emineerino development phase to make those chanaes/ 
inprovcr.ents necessary to rreet a rinirtally acceptable 
operational racuircrent (added teats, ir.proved 
reliability, etc.) & \ 



Alternative III - "♦r-.ctrre ♦he wrtjrrrar like <n "nomal" development 
ef for* . ""Mr will hwe a substantial cnaineerino 
deve*o*-<-ent phase after the initial te3t program. 
Performance, reliability, maintainability, training 
and life cvcio costs would all be optimised. 



At the vorkina level, ADC has indicated that we do not support alternative I. 
If alternative I is approved, it will validate the current SPO approach to 
huilding a flight test device and accepting its operational limitations 
if it is put into production. We arc vorklcg to ensure that alternative 
II meets our aininua needs, with the likelihood that alternative II will be 
the Air Forea recoBasaendsd alternative at the DSARC. Alternative 111, Although 
not "gold platod" will likely bo consider^ too expensive to bs saricusly 
considered. 

n senior 



'"Kir esarination of : v - "r*<? il*»r*^-re: -. T r--.-. , z ■> j n t^'.s draft IP? 
re eul t<*d in t K e follc-fir/? z"n~l * : r rcc«"? > er.- , .jttrrs: 



a. i>| 

c. i- f 

d. Lack of cagiRcariog developyent phase precludes significant 
reliability, aalnt&iruibility aad performance laprov c aente following 
prototype testing. 

e. Initial test program (13 live aissile tests) does not rsaet 
AFTEC stated ainiKom need. 

f. One live firs test par year provides low confidence of detecting 
age Induced degradation. 

q. Lack of weapon simulators will hamper training or cause degr^datier 

of actual weapons. 

h. Use of contractor personnel for organisational and intertaodiato 

maintenance violates CJSAF policy for cosjbet voapons. 

i. hi 

Alternative II, as it is eorreetly defined, corrects scase of 
the above deficiencies. In particular, it provides a nininal engineering 
development phase following prototype testing, end neats the AFfBC 
niniwsa initial test roqttiressas&e« Alternative XI will also have sufficient 
technical orders developed and training available to support a normal 
military operation at each operating base. In addition to these features, 
alternative II bscooes ainiraally acceptable if the following features are added: 

a. J>1 

b. hi 

c. J>\ 

d. Addition of an FOTsB prograa to cenflrH pfcrforw&Bca and reli&bilit 
of production weapons (estimate einisaa of B tests} . 

e. Sufficient aissiles are pur chased to support 2 li^e fire tests 
per year. 



f. Weapon aimlatorfl ar* provided for training, 



Alternative III should he structured for a normal waapon flystaw 
deveiopaenfc cycle, and provide for deployment of a highly effective, 
wall taatad, and readily supportable weapon oyatsa. Th® following 
f eater ea ere needed for this alternative! 



30 operational niasilea (excluding OTSS and gparaa) . 

Performance optimisation. 

Mdition of an POTcE phase (10-12 tests). 



Sufficient niasilea to enpport a ninimm of 2 live firo 



testa p*sz year. 



v/eapon and naintenanca oirrtilatora. 
(U) feduco aircraft confi«mrc/reconftgur© tiweo. 



o/ 



The ADC position with regard to the DSARC alternatives bet 
*• hi 



h. Alternative II, with the improvements identified above, ba 
the nininun acceptable. 
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